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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1. 1 14 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 5/25/1 1 
has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in 
public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in 
the United States. 

3. Claims 1 -2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(b) as being anticipated by Heyn 
(US 4,096,920). 

Heyn discloses a maneuverable device for transporting a load over a surface, 
comprising: 

a platform for supporting a load to be transported (note: the bottom part of the 
basket 1 1 can broadly be construed as a platform); 

a base 10 (i.e. the base is construed as the lower part of the frame") comprising 
a plurality of castors 20 (col. 2, lines 54-57, "the frame 10 has secured thereto two 
swivalable or casterable front wheels 20 engaging the ground"); 
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at least one auxiliary wheel 31 or 32 mounted for rotation about at least one fixed 
axis (axle 34; col. 2, line 65 to col. 3, line 8) with respect to said base; 

a power unit 25 configured for providing motive power to said at least one 
auxiliary wheel; 

a driving unit 45 for steering said device, wherein the driving unit operates 
independently of said at least one auxiliary wheel (col. 3, lines 60-63, note: the 
"independently" limitation is met because the driving unit causes the casters to turn and 
has no effect on turning the at least one auxiliary wheels); and 

a wheeled support 35 connected to the platform for supporting a user during 
operation of the platform, the connection enabling the wheeled support to swing laterally 
with respect to the platform (note: Fig. 2, which shows the support swinging laterally 
with respect to the platform; col. 3, lines 1-12 "vertical pivot point 36"). 

Regarding claim 2, Heyn further discloses a deployment/retraction mechanism 
for selectively deploying and retracting said at least one auxiliary wheel 31 or 32 with 
respect to said surface, wherein when deployed said at least one auxiliary wheel is in 
traction contact with said surface, and wherein when retracted said at least one auxiliary 
wheel is distanced away from said surface (col. 2, line 65 to col. 3, line 39). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made, 
try, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

5. Claims 1,2,5, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hopper (US Pub. App. 2003/0159861) in view of Andes (US 
6,443,252 B1 ) and WO 03/034968 A1 (cited by Applicant). 

Hopper discloses a maneuverable device for transporting a load over a surface 
(i.e. a wheeled carriage for transporting a substantially horizontal patient (a motorized 
hospital bed)), comprising: 

a platform 120 for supporting a load to be transported; 
a base 118 comprising a plurality of castors 130-133; 
at least one auxiliary wheel 136 or 138 mounted for rotation about at least 
one fixed axis with respect to said base; 

a power unit 192 configured for providing motive power to said at least 
one auxiliary wheel 136 or 138; 

a driving unit 140 for steering said device, wherein the driving unit 
operates independently of said at least one auxiliary wheel (this is met because 
the driving unit causes the castors 130-133 to rotate and has no effect on turning 
the at least one auxiliary wheels 1 36 or 1 38). 

Hopper does not teach the newly added limitation of a wheeled support 
connected to the platform for supporting a user during operation of the platform. 

Andes teaches a wheel chair with a power unit powering said wheelchair and a 
driving unit for steering said wheel chair (i.e. an electric wheelchair). Andes' wheel 
chair further comprises a wheeled support 40 connected to the wheelchair for 
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supporting a user during operation of the platform. Andes teaches that its wheeled 
support provides the improvement of allowing a caregiver or friend to be simultaneously 
transported along with the person sitting in the wheelchair (Andes, 1 :63 to 2:1). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to have modified Hopper, such that Hopper further included a wheeled support 
connected to the platform for supporting a user during operation of the platform, in view 
of Andes, so as to achieve the desirable result of allowing a caregiver or friend to be 
simultaneously transported along with the person in the hospital bed. Further, 
Applicant should note that connecting a support of the type taught by Andes with the 
device taught by Hopper would be obvious as no more than the predictable 
improvement of a similar device (i.e. the motorized hospital bed) in the same way as a 
known device was known to be improved (i.e. the motorized wheelchair). 1 Specifically, 
utilizing a wheel support of the type taught by Andes, on Hopper's bed would yield 
predictable results, since one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention would 
have readily understood that using such a wheeled support of the type taught by Andes 
would achieve the same advantages on a bed as it did on a wheelchair (i.e. allowing a 
caregiver or friend to be simultaneously transported along with the person in the bed). 



1 "[l]f a technique has been used to improve one device, and a person of ordinary skill in the art would 
recognize that it would improve similar devices in the same way, using the technique is obvious unless its 
actual application is beyond his or her skill. Sakraida and Anderson's-Black Rock are illustrative - a court 
must ask whether the improvement is more than the predictable use of prior art elements according to 
their established functions." KSR Int'l Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 U.S. 398, 417 (2007). 
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The combination of Hopper in view of Andes does not clearly further teach that 
the connection enables the wheeled support to swing laterally with respect to the 
platform. 

WO 03/034968 A1 however teaches a similar wheeled support to that disclosed 
by Andes; however, the connection between the platform and wheeled support 
disclosed by WO 03/034968 A1 allows for lateral swinging (Fig. 7; page 3, last 
paragraph of attached translation discussing swivel 80 which allows for free rotation of 
platform in 3 directions of space). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to have further modified the combination of Hopper in view of Andes, such that 
the connection between the platform and wheeled support enables the wheeled support 
to swing laterally with respect to the platform, in view of WO 03/034968 A1 , since doing 
so would allow for increased maneuverability of the platform because it would now have 
an additional degree of freedom in regard to turning and traveling over surfaces. In 
addition to the above reasoning, Applicant should also observe that the above 
modification is obvious as no more than the predictable combination of familiar 
elements (i.e. a known wheeled support and a known connection for a wheeled support 
that allows for lateral movement) according to known methods (i.e. using the known 
connection for a wheeled support that allows for lateral swinging as a connection for a 
known wheeled support) in a manner that yields predictable results (i.e. a known 
wheeled support with a known connection that allows for lateral swinging). Also, the 
above modification is also obvious on the basis that it involves no more than the simple 
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substitution of one known means of attaching a wheeled support in place of another 
known means for attaching a wheeled support in a manner that yields predictable 
results (i.e. using the connection of WO 03/034968 A1 in place of that of Andes). 

Regarding claim 2, the combination of Hopper in view of Andes and WO 
03/034968 A1 further teaches a deployment/retraction mechanism for selectively 
deploying and retracting said at least one auxiliary wheel 136, 138 with respect to said 
surface, wherein when deployed said at least one auxiliary wheel is in traction contact 
with said surface, and wherein when retracted said at least one auxiliary wheel is 
distanced away from said surface (See, Hopper Figs. 2-10; ff 0077-84). 

Regarding claim 5, the combination of Hopper in view of Andes and WO 
03/034968 A1 further teaches that said platform is mounted to said base by means of a 
pair of longitudinally spaced support columns (See, Hopper 122, 124). 

Regarding claim 29, the combination of Hopper in view of Andes and WO 
03/034968 A1 further teaches that said device is in the form of a bed for transporting a 
patient along a ground surface (i.e. Hopper's device is a bed). 

6. Claims 9 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the combination of Hopper in view of Andes and WO 03/034968 A1 , as applied to 
claims 1,2,5, and 29, further in view of Heimbrock (US 5,987,671 ). The combination of 
Hopper in view of Andes and WO 03/034968 A1 teaches all limitations of claim 9 except 
for said driving unit being retractably mounted to said platform. Specifically, as 
discussed above, Hopper's handles 140 are interpreted as the driving unit; but, these 
handles 140 are not taught as being retractably mounted to said platform. Heimbrock, 
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however, teaches another hospital bed with similar handles 66, 68 and teaches that 
these handles retract into the bed surface (are drawn back towards the bed), so as to 
maximize a caregiver's access to the patient (Fig. 4; 9:40-46). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have further modified 
the combination of Hopper in view of Andes and WO 03/034968 A1 , such that said 
driving unit is retractably mounted to said platform, in view of Heimbrock, so as to 
achieve the desirable result of maximizing a caregiver's access to the patient. 

Regarding claim 17, the combination of Hopper in view of Andes and WO 
03/034968 A1 , further in view of Heimbrock further teaches that said castors are 
configured to selectively operate in any one of at least two modes, including a neutral 
mode and a brake mode (specifically, said brakes are taught by Heimbrock - "Contact 
of the brake shoes with wheel 132 of each caster 44 stops rotation and swiveling 
movement of wheels 132 and casters 44" at 12:42-45). 
7. Claims 32, 33, 36, and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over the combination of Hopper in view of Andes and WO 03/034968 A1 , 
as applied to claims 1 , 2, 5, and 29, further in view of Strong (US Pub. App. 
2002/01 7501 8). The combination of Hopper in view of Andes and WO 03/034968 A1 
teaches all limitations of claim 32 except for a steering mechanism for collectively 
steering said plurality of castors in responsive to a controlling input from said driving 
unit. Strong discloses a steering mechanism for collectively steering a plurality of 
castors in responsive to a controlling input from said driving unit (Abstract, f f 0008- 
0020, 0055). Strong teaches that its steering mechanism is capable of being used on 
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any type of wheeled driven vehicle or trailed device (f 0055). Strong teaches that using 
a steering mechanism of the type claimed is useful in "providing] direct steering control 
at higher speeds or uneven traction condition for vehicle stability and yet maintains the 
advantages of free rotating dolly wheel maneuverability at low speeds" fl[ 0009). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
have further modified the combination of Hopper in view of Andes and WO 03/034968 
A1 , to utilize a steering mechanism for collectively steering said plurality of castors in 
responsive to a controlling input from said driving unit, in view of Strong, so as to 
achieve the desirable result providing direct steering control of the device at higher 
speeds and/or uneven traction condition for vehicle stability and also the ability to 
maintain the advantages of free rotating dolly wheel maneuverability at low speeds. 

Regarding claim 33, the combination of Hopper in view of Andes and WO 
03/034968 A1 , further in view of Strong further teaches that said castors are configured 
to selectively operate in any one three modes, including a neutral mode, a steering 
mode and a brake mode (specifically Strong teaches these limitations as applied to the 
combination). 

Regarding claim 36, the combination of Hopper in view of Andes and WO 
03/034968 A1 , further in view of Strong, further teaches a steering system for 
collectively steering said plurality of castors in the steering mode responsive to a 
controlling input from said driving unit (this is taught because Hopper teaches a driving 
unit and this when viewed in combination with Strong's driving unit, controller and 
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steering system renders the limitation obvious based on the combined teachings of the 
references). 

Regarding claim 40, the combination of Hopper in view of Andes and WO 
03/034968 A1 , further in view of Strong, further teaches that said device is in the form of 
a bed for transporting a patient along a ground surface (note: this is because Hopper as 
part of the combination teaches a bed). 

8. Claims 1,2,5, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hopper (US Pub. App. 2003/0159861) in view of Andes (US 
6,443,252 B1) and Heyn (US 4,096,920). 

Hopper discloses a maneuverable device for transporting a load over a surface 
(i.e. a wheeled carriage for transporting a substantially horizontal patient (a motorized 
hospital bed)), comprising: 

a platform 120 for supporting a load to be transported; 
a base 118 comprising a plurality of castors 130-133; 
at least one auxiliary wheel 136 or 138 mounted for rotation about at least 
one fixed axis with respect to said base; 

a power unit 192 configured for providing motive power to said at least 
one auxiliary wheel 136 or 138; 

a driving unit 140 for steering said device, wherein the driving unit 
operates independently of said at least one auxiliary wheel (this is met because 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/577,837 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 3616 

the driving unit causes the castors 130-133 to rotate and has no effect on turning 
the at least one auxiliary wheels 136 or 138). 

Hopper does not teach the newly added limitation of a wheeled support 
connected to the platform for supporting a user during operation of the platform. 

Andes teaches a wheel chair with a power unit powering said wheelchair and a 
driving unit for steering said wheel chair (i.e. an electric wheelchair). Andes' wheel 
chair further comprises a wheeled support 40 connected to the wheelchair for 
supporting a user during operation of the platform. Andes teaches that its wheeled 
support provides the improvement of allowing a caregiver or friend to be simultaneously 
transported along with the person sitting in the wheelchair (Andes, 1 :63 to 2:1). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to have modified Hopper, such that Hopper further included a wheeled support 
connected to the platform for supporting a user during operation of the platform, in view 
of Andes, so as to achieve the desirable result of allowing a caregiver or friend to be 
simultaneously transported along with the person in the hospital bed. Further, 
Applicant should note that connecting a support of the type taught by Andes with the 
device taught by Hopper would be obvious as no more than the predictable 
improvement of a similar device (i.e. the motorized hospital bed) in the same way as a 
known device was known to be improved (i.e. the motorized wheelchair). Specifically, 
utilizing a wheel support of the type taught by Andes, on Hopper's bed would yield 
predictable results, since one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention would 
have readily understood that using such a wheeled support of the type taught by Andes 
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would achieve the same advantages on a bed as it did on a wheelchair (i.e. allowing a 
caregiver or friend to be simultaneously transported along with the person in the bed). 

The combination of Hopper in view of Andes does not clearly further teach that 
the connection enables the wheeled support to swing laterally with respect to the 
platform. 

Heyn teaches a wheeled support 35 having a wheeled support connection that 
allows for lateral swinging (Fig. 2; col. 3, lines 11-12 "vertical pivot point 36" NOTE: in 
viewing the teachings of Heyn, Applicant should also observe the teachings of the 
embodiment shown in Heyn Fig. 4) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to have further modified the combination of Hopper in view of Andes, such that 
the connection between the platform and wheeled support enables the wheeled support 
to swing laterally with respect to the platform, in view of Heyn, since doing so would 
allow for increased maneuverability of the platform because it would now have an 
additional degree of freedom in regard to turning and traveling over surfaces. In 
addition to the above reasoning, Applicant should also observe that the above 
modification is obvious as no more than the predictable combination of familiar 
elements (i.e. a known wheeled support and a known connection for a wheeled support 
that allows for lateral movement) according to known methods (i.e. using the known 
connection for a wheeled support that allows for lateral swinging as a connection for a 
known wheeled support) in a manner that yields predictable results (i.e. a known 
wheeled support with a known connection that allows for lateral swinging). Also, the 
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above modification is also obvious on the basis that it involves no more than the simple 
substitution of one known means of attaching a wheeled support in place of another 
known means for attaching a wheeled support in a manner that yields predictable 
results (i.e. using the connection of Heyn in place of that of Andes). 

Regarding claim 2, the combination of Hopper in view of Andes and Heyn further 
teaches a deployment/retraction mechanism for selectively deploying and retracting 
said at least one auxiliary wheel 136, 138 with respect to said surface, wherein when 
deployed said at least one auxiliary wheel is in traction contact with said surface, and 
wherein when retracted said at least one auxiliary wheel is distanced away from said 
surface (See, Hopper Figs. 2-10; ff 0077-84). 

Regarding claim 5, the combination of Hopper in view of Andes and Heyn further 
teaches that said platform is mounted to said base by means of a pair of longitudinally 
spaced support columns (See, Hopper 122, 124). 

Regarding claim 29, the combination of Hopper in view of Andes and Heyn 
further teaches that said device is in the form of a bed for transporting a patient along a 
ground surface (i.e. Hopper's device is a bed). 

9. Claims 9 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the combination of Hopper in view of Andes and Heyn, as applied to claims 1 , 2, 5, and 
29, further in view of Heimbrock (US 5,987,671). The combination of Hopper in view of 
Andes and Heyn teaches all limitations of claim 9 except for said driving unit being 
retractably mounted to said platform. Specifically, as discussed above, Hopper's 
handles 140 are interpreted as the driving unit; but, these handles 140 are not taught as 
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being retractably mounted to said platform. Heimbrock, however, teaches another 
hospital bed with similar handles 66, 68 and teaches that these handles retract into the 
bed surface (are drawn back towards the bed), so as to maximize a caregiver's access 
to the patient (Fig. 4; 9:40-46). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of invention to have further modified the combination of Hopper in view of 
Andes and Heyn, such that said driving unit is retractably mounted to said platform, in 
view of Heimbrock, so as to achieve the desirable result of maximizing a caregiver's 
access to the patient. 

Regarding claim 17, the combination of Hopper in view of Andes and Heyn, 
further in view of Heimbrock further teaches that said castors are configured to 
selectively operate in any one of at least two modes, including a neutral mode and a 
brake mode (specifically, said brakes are taught by Heimbrock - "Contact of the brake 
shoes with wheel 132 of each caster 44 stops rotation and swiveling movement of 
wheels 132 and casters 44" at 12:42-45). 

1 0. Claims 32, 33, 36, and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over the combination of Hopper in view of Andes and Heyn, as applied to 
claims 1 , 2, 5, and 29, further in view of Strong (US Pub. App. 2002/01 7501 8). The 
combination of Hopper in view of Andes and Heyn teaches all limitations of claim 32 
except for a steering mechanism for collectively steering said plurality of castors in 
responsive to a controlling input from said driving unit. Strong discloses a steering 
mechanism for collectively steering a plurality of castors in responsive to a controlling 
input from said driving unit (Abstract, f f 0008-0020, 0055). Strong teaches that its 
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steering mechanism is capable of being used on any type of wheeled driven vehicle or 
trailed device (f 0055). Strong teaches that using a steering mechanism of the type 
claimed is useful in "providing] direct steering control at higher speeds or uneven 
traction condition for vehicle stability and yet maintains the advantages of free rotating 
dolly wheel maneuverability at low speeds" (U 0009). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have further modified the 
combination of Hopper in view of Andes and Heyn, to utilize a steering mechanism for 
collectively steering said plurality of castors in responsive to a controlling input from said 
driving unit, in view of Strong, so as to achieve the desirable result providing direct 
steering control of the device at higher speeds and/or uneven traction condition for 
vehicle stability and also the ability to maintain the advantages of free rotating dolly 
wheel maneuverability at low speeds. 

Regarding claim 33, the combination of Hopper in view of Andes and Heyn, 
further in view of Strong further teaches that said castors are configured to selectively 
operate in any one three modes, including a neutral mode, a steering mode and a brake 
mode (specifically Strong teaches these limitations as applied to the combination). 

Regarding claim 36, the combination of Hopper in view of Andes and Heyn, 
further in view of Strong, further teaches a steering system for collectively steering said 
plurality of castors in the steering mode responsive to a controlling input from said 
driving unit (this is taught because Hopper teaches a driving unit and this when viewed 
in combination with Strong's driving unit, controller and steering system renders the 
limitation obvious based on the combined teachings of the references). 
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Regarding claim 40, the combination of Hopper in view of Andes and Heyn, 
further in view of Strong, further teaches that said device is in the form of a bed for 
transporting a patient along a ground surface (note: this is because Hopper as part of 
the combination teaches a bed). 



1 1 . Claims 1,2,5, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hopper (US Pub. App. 2003/0159861) in view of WO 03/034968 A1 
(cited by Applicant). 

Hopper discloses a maneuverable device for transporting a load over a surface 
(i.e. a wheeled carriage for transporting a substantially horizontal patient (a motorized 
hospital bed)), comprising: 

a platform 120 for supporting a load to be transported; 

a base 118 comprising a plurality of castors 130-133; 

at least one auxiliary wheel 136 or 138 mounted for rotation about at least 
one fixed axis with respect to said base; 

a power unit 192 configured for providing motive power to said at least 
one auxiliary wheel 136 or 138; 

a driving unit 140 for steering said device, wherein the driving unit 
operates independently of said at least one auxiliary wheel (this is met because 
the driving unit causes the castors 130-133 to rotate and has no effect on turning 
the at least one auxiliary wheels 136 or 138). 
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Hopper does not teach the newly added limitation of a wheeled support 
connected to the platform for supporting a user during operation of the platform, the 
connection enabling the wheeled support to swing laterally with respect to the platform. 

WO 03/034968 A1 teaches a wheel chair with a power unit powering said 
wheelchair and a driving unit for steering said wheel chair (i.e. an electric wheelchair). 
WO 03/034968 A1 further teaches a wheeled support 7 connected to the wheelchair for 
supporting a user during operation of the platform, the connection enabling the wheeled 
support to swing laterally with respect to the platform (p. 3 last paragraph of attached 
translation discussing swivel 80 which allows for free rotation of platform in 3 directions 
of space). WO 03/034968 A1 teaches that this wheeled support provides the 
improvement of allowing a person to drive the wheelchair (WO 03/034968 A1 , p. 3). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to have modified Hopper, such that Hopper further included a wheeled support 
connected to the platform for supporting a user during operation of the platform the 
connection enabling the wheeled support to swing laterally with respect to the platform, 
in view of WO 03/034968 A1 , so as to achieve the desirable result of allowing person to 
drive the bed. Further, Applicant should note that connecting a support of the type 
taught by WO 03/034968 A1 with the device taught by Hopper would be obvious as no 
more than the predictable improvement of a similar device (i.e. the motorized hospital 
bed) in the same way as a known device was known to be improved (i.e. the motorized 
wheelchair). Specifically, utilizing a wheel support of the type taught by WO 03/034968 
A1 , on Hopper's bed would yield predictable results, since one of ordinary skill in the art 
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at the time of invention would have readily understood that using such a wheeled 
support of the type taught by WO 03/034968 A1 would achieve the same advantages 
on a bed as it did on a wheelchair (i.e. allowing a person to drive the bed). 

Regarding claim 2, the combination of Hopper in view of WO 03/034968 A1 
further teaches a deployment/retraction mechanism for selectively deploying and 
retracting said at least one auxiliary wheel 136, 138 with respect to said surface, 
wherein when deployed said at least one auxiliary wheel is in traction contact with said 
surface, and wherein when retracted said at least one auxiliary wheel is distanced away 
from said surface (See, Hopper Figs. 2-10; fflf 0077-84). 

Regarding claim 5, the combination of Hopper in view of WO 03/034968 A1 
further teaches that said platform is mounted to said base by means of a pair of 
longitudinally spaced support columns (See, Hopper 122, 124). 

Regarding claim 29, the combination of Hopper in view of WO 03/034968 A1 
further teaches that said device is in the form of a bed for transporting a patient along a 
ground surface (i.e. Hopper's device is a bed). 

1 2. Claims 9 and 1 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
the combination of Hopper in view of WO 03/034968 A1 , as applied to claims 1 , 2, 5, 
and 29, further in view of Heimbrock (US 5,987,671). The combination of Hopper in 
view of WO 03/034968 A1 teaches all limitations of claim 9 except for said driving unit 
being retractably mounted to said platform. Specifically, as discussed above, Hopper's 
handles 140 are interpreted as the driving unit; but, these handles 140 are not taught as 
being retractably mounted to said platform. Heimbrock, however, teaches another 
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hospital bed with similar handles 66, 68 and teaches that these handles retract into the 
bed surface (are drawn back towards the bed), so as to maximize a caregiver's access 
to the patient (Fig. 4; 9:40-46). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of invention to have further modified the combination of Hopper in view of 
WO 03/034968 A1 , such that said driving unit is retractably mounted to said platform, in 
view of Heimbrock, so as to achieve the desirable result of maximizing a caregiver's 
access to the patient. 

Regarding claim 1 7, the combination of Hopper in view of WO 03/034968 A1 , 
further in view of Heimbrock further teaches that said castors are configured to 
selectively operate in any one of at least two modes, including a neutral mode and a 
brake mode (specifically, said brakes are taught by Heimbrock - "Contact of the brake 
shoes with wheel 132 of each caster 44 stops rotation and swiveling movement of 
wheels 132 and casters 44" at 12:42-45). 

1 3. Claims 32, 33, 36, and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over the combination of Hopper in view of WO 03/034968 A1 , as applied 
to claims 1,2,5, and 29, further in view of Strong (US Pub. App. 2002/01 7501 8). The 
combination of Hopper in view of WO 03/034968 A1 teaches all limitations of claim 32 
except for a steering mechanism for collectively steering said plurality of castors in 
responsive to a controlling input from said driving unit. Strong discloses a steering 
mechanism for collectively steering a plurality of castors in responsive to a controlling 
input from said driving unit (Abstract, f f 0008-0020, 0055). Strong teaches that its 
steering mechanism is capable of being used on any type of wheeled driven vehicle or 
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trailed device (f 0055). Strong teaches that using a steering mechanism of the type 
claimed is useful in "providing] direct steering control at higher speeds or uneven 
traction condition for vehicle stability and yet maintains the advantages of free rotating 
dolly wheel maneuverability at low speeds" flf 0009). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have further modified the 
combination of Hopper in view of WO 03/034968 A1 , to utilize a steering mechanism for 
collectively steering said plurality of castors in responsive to a controlling input from said 
driving unit, in view of Strong, so as to achieve the desirable result providing direct 
steering control of the device at higher speeds and/or uneven traction condition for 
vehicle stability and also the ability to maintain the advantages of free rotating dolly 
wheel maneuverability at low speeds. 

Regarding claim 33, the combination of Hopper in view of WO 03/034968 A1 , 
further in view of Strong further teaches that said castors are configured to selectively 
operate in any one three modes, including a neutral mode, a steering mode and a brake 
mode (specifically Strong teaches these limitations as applied to the combination). 

Regarding claim 36, the combination of Hopper in view of WO 03/034968 A1 , 
further in view of Strong, further teaches a steering system for collectively steering said 
plurality of castors in the steering mode responsive to a controlling input from said 
driving unit (this is taught because Hopper teaches a driving unit and this when viewed 
in combination with Strong's driving unit, controller and steering system renders the 
limitation obvious based on the combined teachings of the references). 
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Regarding claim 40, the combination of Hopper in view of WO 03/034968 A1 , 
further in view of Strong, further teaches that said device is in the form of a bed for 
transporting a patient along a ground surface (note: this is because Hopper as part of 
the combination teaches a bed). 



Response to Arguments 

1 4. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1,2,5,9,1 7, 29, 32, 33, 36, and 40 
have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

1 5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JOSEPH ROCCA whose telephone number is (571)272- 
51 91 . The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 AM to 6:30 PM, Monday through 
Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Paul Dickson can be reached on 571-272-7742. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571 -273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-91 99 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571 -272-1 000. 



/Joseph Rocca/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 3616 



